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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office action is a reply to the amendment filed on 05/1 6/201 1 . Currently, 
claims 30-35, 38-45 and 47-60 are pending. Claims 1-29, 36, 37 and 46 have been 
canceled. Claims 31 , 35, 38-44 and 58 have been withdrawn. New claims 59 and 60 
have been added. Therefore, claims 30, 32-34, 45, 47-57, 59 and 60 are under 
consideration. 

Drawings 

The drawings were received on 05/16/201 1 . These drawings are objected to for 
the reasons listed below. 

The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show 
every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the following must be 
shown or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s): 

"the at least one reinforcing element comprises, longitudinally, a succession of 
projecting parts of limited extent" (claim 32). 

No new matter should be entered. 

The drawings are objected to because the drawings are blurry and difficult 
to read. The drawings contain elements that are critical to the understanding of the 
invention which are shaded in a grayscale without dark borders and thus it is difficult to 
locate certain elements, such as element 9 in Figure 3b. 
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Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .1 21 (d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure 
number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure 
is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, 
and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate 
changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering 
of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121 (d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 1 12 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 45 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 
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Referring to claim 45 : The claim recites the limitation, "which overmolding 
material, upon expanding, expands away from the glazed element." The limitation is 
indefinite because it is unclear if "which overmolding material" is the same overmolding 
material as previously recited in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

Claims 30, 32-34, 52, 56, 57, 59 and 60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Huchet (FR 2,814,705). 

Referring to claim 30 : Huchet provides a glazing unit comprising: 
a glazed element 2 provided with a peripheral frame 1 , the peripheral frame 
including: 

at least one reinforcing element 5 that reinforces the glazed element (Fig. 2), the 
at least one reinforcing element having a profile including a web part (apex portion of 5, 
extending in and out of the page, Fig. 2) arranged parallel or substantially parallel to the 
glazed element (Figs. 1 and 2), the web part bearing at least two projecting parts (6 
upper and 6 lower; Fig. 2) distal to the glazed element (distal treated as being located 
away from; Fig. 2) and forming a pocket 7, and 
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plastic 3 overmolded onto the glazed element (Fig. 2) to connect the at least one 
reinforcing element to the glazed element (Fig. 2), the plastic enclosing at least a 
portion of the at least one reinforcing element (Fig. 2), wherein: 

the pocket formed by the web part and the at least two projecting parts is not 
open in a direction of the glazed element (Fig. 2). 

It is noted that the limitation, "to connect the at least one reinforcing element to 
the glazed element' is a statement of intended use of the claimed invention and must 
result in a structural difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order 
to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure 
is capable of performing the intended use, then it meets the claim. 

Referring to claim 32 : As best understood (see drawing objection above), Huchet 
further provides wherein the at least one reinforcing element comprises, longitudinally, a 
succession of projecting parts of limited extent (the projecting parts of Huchet are a 
succession of parts and are longitudinally arranged Fig. 2). 

Referring to claim 33 : Huchet further provides wherein the at least one 
reinforcing element comprises two lateral arms (6 upper and 6 lower), each arm of the 
two lateral arms constituting a projecting part borne by the web part (Fig. 2). 

Referring to claim 34 : Huchet further provides wherein the glazing unit has a U- 
shaped profile (Fig. 2) with the concavity of the U facing away from the glazed element 
(Fig. 2). 

Referring to claim 52 : Huchet further provides wherein the plastic overmolded 
onto the glazed element includes polyurethane (page 7, line 1). 
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Referring to claim 56 : Huchet further provides wherein the glazing unit is an 
automotive glazing unit, or a sunroof (Fig. 1). 

Referring to claim 57 : Huchet provides a reinforcing element 5 for reinforcing a 
glazed element of a glazing unit provided with a frame 1 made of overmolded plastic 3, 
the reinforcing element comprising: 

a profile including a web part (apex portion of 5, extending in and out of the page, 
Fig. 2), at least two projecting parts in a form of lateral arms (6 upper and 6 lower), and 
a plastic that encloses at least a portion of the web part and the at least two projecting 
parts (same plastic 3 as above), the web part being configured to be arranged parallel 
or substantially parallel to a glazed element (Fig. 2), and the web part and the at least 
two projecting parts defining a pocket 7 that is not open in a direction of the glazed 
element (Fig. 2). 

It is noted that the limitation, "configured to be arranged parallel or substantially 
parallel to a glazed element' is a statement of intended use of the claimed invention and 
must result in a structural difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in 
order to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art 
structure is capable of performing the intended use, then it meets the claim. 

Referring to claim 59 : Huchet further provides wherein the plastic overmolded 
onto the glazed element encloses both a side of the reinforcing element arranged 
nearest to the glazed element and a side of the reinforcing element arranged furthest 
from the glazed element (Fig. 2). 
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Referring to claim 60 : Huchet further provides wherein the plastic overmolded 
onto the glazed element completely encloses the at least one reinforcing element (Fig. 
2). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 45 and 47-51 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Huchet (FR 2,814,705). 

Referring to claim 45 : As best understood (see 1 12 2nd rejection above) Huchet 
further provides wherein the pocket of the profile is filled with overmolding material 7. 
Huchet is silent as to the overmolding material expanding away from the glazed 
element. 

However, it appears that the material of Huchet would expand away from the 
glazed element upon expansion. Further, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to use a material in the pocket that is less 
dense than the other materials such that upon expansion, the overmolding material 
would expand away from the glazed element in order to prevent the glazed element 
from breaking, since such a modification would have involved a mere change in known 
materials. The selection of a known material based on its suitability for its intended use 
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supported a prima facie obviousness determination in Sinclair & Carroll Co. v. 
Interchemical Corp., 325 U.S. 327, 65 USPQ 297 (1945) (Claims to a printing ink 
comprising a solvent having the vapor pressure characteristics of butyl carbitol so that 
the ink would not dry at room temperature but would dry quickly upon heating were held 
invalid over a reference teaching a printing ink made with a different solvent that was 
nonvolatile at room temperature but highly volatile when heated in view of an article 
which taught the desired boiling point and vapor pressure characteristics of a solvent for 
printing inks and a catalog teaching the boiling point and vapor pressure characteristics 
of butyl carbitol. "Reading a list and selecting a known compound to meet known 
requirements is no more ingenious than selecting the last piece to put in the last 
opening in a jig-saw puzzle." 325 U.S. at 335, 65 USPQ at 301 .). 

It is noted that the limitation, "upon expanding, expands away from the glazed 
element" is a statement of intended use of the claimed invention and must result in a 
structural difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order to 
patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is 
capable of performing the intended use, then it meets the claim. 

Referring to claims 47-50 : Huchet teaches all the limitations of claim 30 as above 
and further teaches wherein the material of the reinforcing element is composite plastic 
(page 7, lines 17-25). Huchet is not specific as to the at least one reinforcing element 
having a coefficient of linear thermal expansion of above 10" 5 /°C or 5.5556x1 0" 6 /°F, or 
above that of glass of the glazed element or at least equal to 1 2 x 1 0" 6 /°C or 6.6667x 1 0" 
6 /°F, or below 8 x10" 6 /°C or 4.4444x 10" 6 /°F. 
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However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time 
of the invention, to optimize the material of the reinforcing element such that the 
material has a coefficient of linear thermal expansion of above 10" 5 /°C or 5.5556x10" 
6 /°F, or above that of glass of the glazed element or at least equal to 1 2 x 1 0" 6 /°C or 
6.6667x 10" 6 /°F, or below 8 xlO" 6 /^ or 4.4444x 10" 6 /°F, since such a modification would 
have involved a mere change in known materials. The selection of a known material 
based on its suitability for its intended use supported a prima facie obviousness 
determination in Sinclair & Carroll Co. v. Interchemical Corp., 325 U.S. 327, 65 USPQ 
297 (1945) (Claims to a printing ink comprising a solvent having the vapor pressure 
characteristics of butyl carbitol so that the ink would not dry at room temperature but 
would dry quickly upon heating were held invalid over a reference teaching a printing ink 
made with a different solvent that was nonvolatile at room temperature but highly 
volatile when heated in view of an article which taught the desired boiling point and 
vapor pressure characteristics of a solvent for printing inks and a catalog teaching the 
boiling point and vapor pressure characteristics of butyl carbitol. "Reading a list and 
selecting a known compound to meet known requirements is no more ingenious than 
selecting the last piece to put in the last opening in a jig-saw puzzle." 325 U.S. at 335, 
65 USPQ at 301.). 

Referring to claim 51 : Huchet teaches all the limitations of claim 30 as above. 
Huchet does not explicitly teach wherein the at least one reinforcing element has a 
thickness of between 1 .5 and 5 mm or 0.059055 and 0.1 9685 in. However, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to 
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optimize the thickness of the reinforcing element to be between 1 .5 and 5 mm or 
0.059055 and 0.19685 in, since such a modification would have involved a mere 
change in proportion. A change in proportion is generally recognized as being within the 
level of ordinary skill in the art. In Gardner v. TEC Systems, INC., 725 F.2D 1338, 220 
USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984), cert, denied, 469 U.S. 830, 225 USPQ 232 (1984), the 
Federal Circuit held that, where the only difference between the prior art and the claims 
was a recitation of relative dimensions of the claimed device and a device having the 
claimed relative dimensions would not perform differently than the prior art device, the 
claimed device was not patentably distinct from the prior art device. 

Claims 53-55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Huchet (FR 2,814,705) in view of Bravet et al. (US 6,265,054) ('Bravet'). 

Referring to claim 53 : Huchet teaches all the limitations of claim 30 as above. 
Huchet does not explicitly teach wherein the glazed element has a laminated glass, 
which may or may not be hardened, formed from at least two sheets of glass, with 
interposition of at least one plastic sheet between two adjacent sheets. 

However, Bravet teaches a glazed element which has a hardened laminated 
glass formed from at least two sheets of glass, with interposition of at least one plastic 
sheet between two adjacent sheets (claim 1). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to use a composite glazing 
material as taught by Bravet in the assembly of Huchet in order to prevent damage to 
the glazing, since composite glazing materials are known in the art, as taught by Bravet. 
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It is further noted that the limitation, "may or may not be hardened, formed from 
at least two sheets of glass, with interposition of at least one plastic sheet between two 
adjacent sheets" is a product-by-process limitation, and the glazing unit does not 
depend on the process of making it. Therefore, the claimed glazing unit is not a different 
and unobvious glazing unit from the combination of Huchet and Bravet. 

Referring to claims 54 and 55 : Huchet and Bravet teach all the limitations of 
claim 53 as above. Huchet and Bravet do not explicitly teach wherein the glazed 
element includes a hardened laminated glass having a total thickness of below 5 mm or 
0.19685 in, or below 4 mm or 0.15748 in. However, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to optimize the thickness of the 
reinforcing element to be between 1.5 and 5 mm or 0.059055 and 0.19685 in, since 
such a modification would have involved a mere change in proportion. A change in 
proportion is generally recognized as being within the level of ordinary skill in the art. In 
Gardner v. TEC Systems, INC., 725 F.2D 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984), cert, 
denied, 469 U.S. 830, 225 USPQ 232 (1984), the Federal Circuit held that, where the 
only difference between the prior art and the claims was a recitation of relative 
dimensions of the claimed device and a device having the claimed relative dimensions 
would not perform differently than the prior art device, the claimed device was not 
patentably distinct from the prior art device. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 30, 32-34, 45, 47-57, 59 and 60 
have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection, as 
applicant has amended the claims. Accordingly, a new rejection with new references 
has been formulated to address the amendments. 



Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JAMES FERENCE whose telephone number is 
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(571)270-7861 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday, 7:30 
AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eileen Lillis can be reached on (571) 272-6928. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/EILEEN D LILLIS/ /J. F./ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Examiner, Art Unit 3635 

Art Unit 3635 



